REMARKS 

Applicants would initially like to thank the Examiner for consideration of Applicants' 
Information Disclosure Statement, as evidenced by the signed and returned PTO Forms 1449. 
Applicants would also like to thank the Examiner for the telephone interview of April 27, 2005, 
in which the Examiner confirmed that the pending double patenting rejection would be 
overcome, including the Schneller basis, upon filing of a terminal disclaimer. 

Claims 1-13 have been rejected under the judicially created doctrine of double patenting. 
Claims 7-9 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 12 for informalities. The Office Action does 
not present any rejections of the pending claims based on prior art. 

By the present amendment, claims 1-13 remain pending. Claims 1, 7, 10 and 13 have 
been amended. Reconsideration of the rejection of claims 1-13 and allowance of the same is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-13 have been rejected under the judicially created doctrine of double patenting. 
A terminal disclaimer is filed herewith. In view of the Examiner's indication that the filing of a 
terminal disclaimer would overcome this rejection, withdrawal of the rejection to claims 1-13 on 
this basis and allowance of the claims is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claim 7 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, for two informalities: the nature of the 
relationship between the data modem and the historical movement data; and whether the second 
module is interchangeably or simultaneously connected to the first module. 

With respect to the former, claim 7 as amended recites that the data modem is configured 
to download contents from the memory. Historical movement data is stored in memory. These 
two recitations collectively define a relationship in that the historical movement data stored in 



the memory can be downloaded through the data modem. This relationship is definite and 
satisfies the statute. 1 Withdrawal of the rejection to claim 7 on this basis is traversed. 

With respect to the latter, the rejection is traversed. Claim 7 does not place any limitation 
on the number of second modules that connect the first module at any given time. As recited in 
claim 7, each of the individual second modules is capable of electrically connecting to said first 
module. One of ordinary skill in the art reading claim 7 would understand that each of the 
second modules possessed this characteristic and know how to design a second module with such 
characteristic. Claim 7 does not require or specify a connection to single or multiple second 
modules, and such scope is fairly within the breadth of the claim. It is well within the scope of 
claim 7, and potentially other claims, to have multiple second modules attached to the first 
module to provide redundancy in case a particular second module fails, to provide longer 
collective battery life, and/or provide greater collective storage capacity. Such scope is easily 
understood with the existing claim language, and the ability to connect electrical circuits between 
individual or multiple modules is well within the skill of the art. This portion of claim 7 is 
therefore definite and satisfies the statute. 

The Examiner states that the "the clarification is significant, as it was part of the reasons 

for allowance as indicated in the parent application and pointed out by Applicants as the 

distinction from the prior art." Applicants disagree. The reasons for allowance in the parent 

application identify the substitution of an "old" module with a "new" module, but no comment is 

made as to how many second modules may connect to the first module at any one time. 

1 Applicants note that claim 7 has also been amended to recite that the third module is 
configured to download "at least a portion" of the memory. This language encompasses uses of 
the data modem that are unrelated to the historical movement data itself, partial or entire 
transmission of the historical movement data, or combinations thereof. Further, such language in 
and of itself was not necessary to define the relationship to overcome the rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § 1 12. Thus, these amendments are for clarity, a purpose unrelated to patentability. 



Further, Applicants have never identified this as a distinguishing feature over the prior art, 
let alone "the" distinction over the prior art. To the contrary, there were several different 
amendments and arguments made with respect to claim 7 in the parent case, and Applicants' 
Comments on Statement of Reasons specifically noted that patentability lies in the combination 
of features in the claims (as opposed to any single feature). In any event, claim 7 of the instant 
application stands on its own merits and is both definite and patentably distinct over the prior art. 

Accordingly, claim 7 is definite and satisfies the statute. Withdrawal of the rejection and 
allowance of claim 7 is therefore requested. In addition, as dependent claims 8 and 9 have been 
rejected because of their dependency on claim 7, withdrawal of the rejection of claims 8 and 9 
and allowance of the same is likewise requested. 

Please note that any amendments to the claims which have been made in this amendment, 
that have not been specifically noted to overcome a rejection based upon the prior art should be 
considered to have been made for a purpose unrelated to patentability, and no estoppel should be 
deemed to attach thereto. 

For example, claims 1, 7, 10, and 13 have been amended to clarify that only a portion of 
the contents of the memory are downloaded. Claim 7 has also been amended to remove the 
recitation of the antenna in the first module, as it may properly be in the first module or other 
modules. These amendments are thus for clarity, and not responsive to any rejection pending or 
previously applied in the prosecution of this application. These amendments are therefore not 
related to patentability, and no estoppel should attach thereto. 

In view of the foregoing, application is believed to be in proper form for allowance and a 
notice to that effect is earnestly solicited. 



Should there by any questions, the Examiner should feel free contact the undersigned at 
the below listed number. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge/credit any fee deficiencies or 
overpayments to Deposit Account No. 19-4293 (Order No. 15446.0002). 
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